historical narrative which credits the rise of zoning to the failure of the earlier, unzoned legal regime, based primarily on common law nuisance, to promote adequately coordinated land use. 9 Opponents of zoning, on the other hand, claim that zoning diverts land to less efficient uses, is costly to administer, and is susceptible to processes of municipal corruption. Critics also argue that zoning allows communities to exclude racially or economically undesired groups and may increase the cost of available housing for such groups." 0 They have also cast doubts upon the ability of local authorities to predict future community land use needs accurately when drawing up a comprehensive plan. 1 " Suggested reforms range from proposals to curtail sharply the role of government (especially local government) in controlling land use to outright abolition of zoning. 12 The assumption underlying all of these criticisms is that market forces, in conjunction with popular social and aesthetic norms, will produce a system of satisfactorily coordinated land use without the defects associated with a zoned legal regime. The pioneering work on this subject was done by Bernard Siegan, who studied land use patterns in Houston, the only major unzoned city in the United States.' 3 Concentrating on representative types of commercial use, such as gas stations and automobile dealerships, and on selected residential districts, Siegan concluded that Houston had attained roughly the same degree of land use coordination-especially segregation of incompatible uses, a traditional objective of zoning-as cities operating under zoned legal regimes.
14 Results of a handful of other studies of land use patterns in major American cities prior to the enactment of zoning ordinances at least partially support the notion that coordinated land use can arise under an unzoned legal system." 5 All of these studies concern themselves with large, metropolitan areas and thus are necessarily impressionistic; moreover, most of them focus only on selected types of land use. In contrast, this Note constitutes the first attempt to look at an unzoned regime on a microlevel, block-by-block. It examines all of the aspects of land use that zoning traditionally regulates: building coverage, height, use, lot size, yards, and setbacks. The goal of this study is not to come to a definitive conclusion concerning the desirability of zoning as compared to a less regulated system of land use control. Rather, it seeks to provide empirical evidence, on the microlevel of neighborhood development, of the ways in which a community without zoning succeeded in achieving rational land use coordination. This study offers a contribution to the larger contemporary debate concerning optimal forms of land use control by documenting the following: (1) the degree of land use coordination that can arise under an unzoned legal regime; (2) the extent to which any such coordinated land use may arise from economic and social forces, rather than from formal legal controls; and (3) the circumstances under which public regulations are effective in influencing private choices about land use and the circumstances under which they are relatively ineffective in doing so. In addition, this Note will cast some doubt upon the validity of the prevailing pro-zoning historical narrative: contrary to this narrative, my research suggests that zoning might not always have been adopted in response to serious failures of the unzoned legal regime.
The subject of my research is New Haven, Connecticut, from 1870 to 1926. The study starts at the same time the city began the largest urban expansion in its history and concludes in 1926 with the enactment of its first zoning ordinance. New Haven offers a number of advantages for a study of this nature. It is representative of medium-sized cities that warmly embraced zoning during the 1920's. As an early, well-developed commercial and industrial center, as well as a center of rail transportation, New Haven possessed an abundance of the types of land uses thought to be incompatible with the preservation of residential neighborhoods. Like most medium-sized and large American cities, 14 . See Siegan, Houston Solution, supra note 13, at 1. But cf. John Mixon, Neighborhood Zoning for Houston, 31 S. TEX. L. REV. 1 (1990). Mixon argues that Houston's unzoned system has failed in important aspects of land use coordination, particularly in preserving residential areas (and residential property values) from damage resulting from the proximity of incompatible commercial and industrial uses.
15. See ROGER W. LOTCHIN, SAN FRANCISCO 1846 -1856 (1974 : SAM B. WARNER, JR., STREETCAR SUBURBS (2d ed. 1978) (urban development in Boston, 1870-1900); Power, supra note 8, (pre-zoning in Baltimore).
[Vol. 101: 617 New Haven had a heterogeneous population composed of Yankees, Italian and Irish immigrants, and small Jewish and Black communities; 6 it is therefore unlikely that any observed patterns of coordinated land use can be attributed to particular cultural characteristics of individual ethnic groups. Local historians have left extremely thorough documentation of the city's history, and printed records are available for all of the city's Board of Aldermen meetings during the period . Above all, we can trace the development of land use in pre-zoning New Haven through a remarkable series of maps, dated 1886, 1901, and 1923 , that were developed for use by fire insurance companies. These maps specify the exact location, height, and mass of every structure in the city, and also specify each structure's use, such as commercial, industrial, or residential, and single or multifamily.
My research has concentrated on a seventeen block, predominantly middle class residential area in the northeast part of the city, between Lawrence and Cold Spring Streets and between Foster and St. Ronan Streets-and in particular, on the "Willow-Canner strip" which consists of the blocks between Willow Street and the south side of Canner from Foster to St. Ronan. 7 On this strip, land use patterns have been analyzed on a lot-by-lot basis. This district has been selected because it is representative of the type of areas opened to development in the post-1870 years and because it is especially well suited for study in conjunction with the fire insurance maps, the first set of which was produced in 1886. Because the northeast residential district was one of the few in the city to remain rural until this time," 8 it offers an exceptional opportunity to follow the growth of a neighborhood from the ground up.
Part I documents the patterns of land use coordination in the northeast residential section of pre-zoning New Haven. Part II briefly outlines the character of the pre-zoning legal regime. Part III attempts to combine the results of Parts I and II, in order to determine the respective roles that law and nonlegal factors, such as market mechanisms and social and aesthetic norms, played in coordinating land use. Part IV then briefly considers the possibility that the reasons for the enactment of zoning in 1926 were largely unrelated to any failures of the unzoned legal regime.
I. PATrERNS OF LAND USE
A cursory glance at maps of pre-zoning New Haven reveals an unmistakable pattern: most industrial and commercial uses were segregated from residen- 
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tial property. In 1912, over sixty percent of manufacturing concerns, including virtually all heavy industry in the city, were located in a relatively small number of locations: Nicoll Street, Audubon Street, Dixwell Avenue/Newhallville, Grand Avenue/Wooster Square, and near New Haven Harbor. 19 Within these areas, industrial concerns tended to group themselves together in discrete units, separated from neighboring housing. 20 The resulting concentration left other portions of the city completely nonindustrial. Thus, in 1923, the northeast residential section of the city contained no manufacturing concerns; factories instead were grouped along its fringes on Winchester Avenue, NicoU Street, and upper State Street. 21 Similarly, while State Street and the central downtown district were flourishing commercial centers,' the area between Lawrence and East Rock Streets possessed only eighteen commercial sites, all but three of which were situated on corners along the north-south thoroughfares of Orange, Anderson, and Foster Streets. These sites did not encroach into the surrounding east-west residential blocks. ' Examination of the northeast residential district, in particular of the WillowCanner strip, reveals other, more subtle patterns of coordinated land use. The very existence of such patterns seems remarkable in light of how most of northeast New Haven was developed in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. There are only occasional examples of developers in the modern sense of the term, who bought large parcels of land on which to build homes for public sale.' More commonly, the original rural landowner5 sold lots directly to individual buyers or to small-scale investors who held the property-generally in groups of four lots or less-for resale. 26 As originally surveyed, lots were of uniform size with fifty-foot frontages, but purchasers could [Vol. 101: 617 always buy lots with greater or lesser dimensions. 27 After purchase, owners hired their own builders or architects to design and construct their homes.' Thus, the high degree of land use coordination that we find in this area cannot, for the most part, be attributed to the actions of a single planner-owner-builder. New Haven was largely developed house-by-house with the patterns of coordination emerging out of the independent decisions of many individuals.
A. Lot Size
One of the most striking features of the pre-zoning regime was the segregation of lots according to size. From Foster to Orange Streets, lots along Willow and Canner Streets tended to be small, with the majority under 4000 square feet. 29 Sizes increased from Orange to Livingston Streets, where a typical lot measured between 5000 and 7000 square feet. 30 Lots between Livingston and Whitney Avenue ran larger, with half measuring 7000 square feet or more. 31 The largest lots were those from Whitney Avenue to the west, with the majority in excess of 9000 square feet. 32 A glance at the map confirms that this progressive east-west increase in lot size was a dominant characteristic of the entire northeast residential district.
33

B. Single v. Multifamily Dwellings
The location of single-family houses and two-and three-family "flats" roughly mirrored the segregation of lots, with the number of multifamily homes decreasing from east to west. A number of two-family houses, as well as some three-family, "triple-decker" buildings, were built east of Orange Street. 34 Tvo-family houses predominated on most blocks between Orange and Livingston Streets, while, moving west, two-family houses appeared less frequently near Whitney Avenue. 35 The area west of Whitney was composed almost exclusively of single-family dwellings. with lot size and multifamily home distribution, it is possible to observe a remarkable degree of segregation: while complexes were built along Whitney Avenue and in fringe areas on south Orange and near State, there was no sign of significant encroachment by apartments into the central portion of the residential district.
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C. Building Coverage
Despite substantial variations in lot and building size, the houses along Canner and Willow Streets displayed surprising uniformity in building coverage, i.e., the percentage of a lot covered by a structure. Of the 111 sites with reliable documentation, all but twelve had buildings (excluding garages) that covered a third or less of total lot size. In fact, the majority of sites had building coverage of a quarter or less of total lot size, and no building covered more than half its site. 38 Indeed, in the northeast residential district as a whole, only six sites had building coverage greater than fifty percent. 9
D. Building Height
With the exception of fourteen structures, eight triple-decker residences east of Orange Street, two stores on Foster Street, single houses on Lawrence and Everit Streets, and two apartment complexes on Whitney Avenue (all three stories high), all buildings in the northeast residential district were two and onehalf stories or less.
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E. Frontyards and Rearyards
Most of the structures on Willow and Canner Streets were generously set back from the street line, 41 often with a notable degree of uniformity. On the north side of Willow Street between Livingston Street and Whitney Avenue, for example, every building was set back exactly twelve feet. 42 On the south side of Canner Street between Whitney and Orange, the closest building stood twelve feet away from the street line, and most of the remaining houses on the [Vol. 101: 617 block were set back twelve to fifteen feet. 43 Frontyard setbacks were similarly spaced throughout most of the northeast residential district, although the distances diminished somewhat at the eastern edge.' Rearyards throughout northeast New Haven were uniformly deeper than thirty feet, and most were greater than forty to fifty feet deep. 45 
F. Sideyards
Sideyards also displayed a great deal of coordination, although it is superficially hard to see. At first glance, the small size of sideyards seems to reflect a weakness in New Haven's pre-zoning regime. In the northeast residential district, sideyards were small: along the Willow-Canner strip, more than half measured five feet or less 6 If the distance between houses serves as our standard of measure, however, the proportions were more ample. Few houses were closer to one another than ten feet, and most stood much farther apart than that. Indeed, the size of their separation often compared favorably to the fourteen foot minimum enacted under the 1926 zoning ordinance. 4 7 Even on the small lots east of Orange Street, only two buildings extended to the lot line, 4 8 and sufficient space normally existed between buildings to ensure adequate air and light. When an early buyer on a block placed his house near the lot edge, the subsequent purchaser of an adjacent lot would often place his house at the extreme opposite edge of his own lot, setting a pattern followed by subsequent purchasers. Table 4 .
44. See infra Appendix I, Table 4 . A notable exception can be found on the south side of Willow Street, between Orange and Livingston Streets, where a number of buildings were less than 10 feet away from the street line.
45. See hifta Appendix I, 
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The Yale Law Journal to this same phenomenon. 5 " An informal social mechanism was thus created to resolve a complicated coordination problem. 51 In sum, on the eve of zoning, the northeast sector constituted a predominantly residential district bordered, but largely unencroached upon, by industrial and commercial sites. Lots gradually increased in size on blocks running from east to west, while the incidence of multifamily homes decreased; apartment construction remained largely confined to Whitney Avenue and areas near State Street. Building heights were low, rearyards large, and, with some exceptions, houses were situated in a roughly uniform manner an ample distance from the street. Landowners do not appear to have economized on land costs by erecting large structures on small lots; building coverage was low and remarkably uniform, and sideyards, although sometimes small, were normally sufficient for light and ventilation. Taken together, these patterns reveal a complex system of land use coordination arising out of the gradual processes of neighborhood development.
II. LAND USE CONTROLS UNDER A PRE-ZONING LEGAL REGIME
The unzoned legal regime, as we have just noted, was capable of producing examples of highly sophisticated land use coordination. What is not clear from the foregoing discussion is the extent to which such coordination arose from the existence of legal rules and regulations as opposed to nonlegal forces. In order to clarify these issues, it is first necessary to outline the essential features of the pre-zoning regime.
A. Public Law: Municipal Ordinances and Regulations
As was the case elsewhere in the country, New Haven's city government underwent a transformation during the course of the second half of the nineteenth century 5 2 -expanding, with the creation of most of the major city departments, into roughly its current form. 53 [Vol. 101: 617 and organization of city government came a vast enlargement in the extent and scope of municipal legislation. For example, the Building Code, which in 1870 took a mere four pages, comprised seventy-three pages of detailed regulations by 1914 . Land use regulations were unusually extensive and often painstakingly detailed, with countless pages in the minutes of city council meetings devoted to such issues as whether to allow erection of billboards, 5 5 theater marquises, 56 and illuminated signs, 57 and whether to permit building cornices to project over the sidewalk. 58 This did not constitute regulation in the modern sense of zoning, that is, consciously planned public control over the size and location of all types of public and private land uses. In keeping with nineteenth-century laissez faire doctrines, the city charter largely limited the scope of municipal legislation to matters of public property. To the extent that government authority extended over private property, it was restricted within the confines of the police power: prevention of fire, supervision of building safety, prohibition of private encroachment onto public streets and walks, and abatement of public nuisances.
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The ordinances enacted under these charter provisions nevertheless covered a wide range of concerns touching upon problems related to land use coordination and urban development. For example, the city controlled the layout of streets in developing areas and approved the plan for private streets that landowners established before selling their parcels to the public." Similarly, the state controlled the location of street railway lines, which, by tying outlying areas to the downtown, constituted the avenues along which urban development took place. 6 Even before 1870, New Haven had received state authorization to establish building lines that would provide uniform mandatory minimum setbacks along each block. 2 By 1910, however, it had become clear that the city's efforts to establish minimum legal setbacks had proven ineffective: some areas had no building lines; in other areas, there was widespread encroachment of buildings across the designated lines; and many earlier lines were established without the 66 and passed an ordinance requiring that a building line be established for each new street at the time of its initial layout. 67 The city designated some of these lines on its own initiative, 6 8 but the majority of these lines appear to have been established in response to petitions of local landowners who desired legally mandated setbacks. 69 Other land use regulations appeared in the Fire and Building Codes. Most of the downtown area was designated a fire district: within this area, owners were prohibited from erecting new wooden structures; additions to existing wooden buildings were permitted only after the owner had received special approval from the city; and no such addition could extend closer than five feet to the property line. 70 New wooden construction was permitted outside of the fire district, but wooden houses could not be built to a height greater than three floors. 7 In addition, no existing frame building could be converted into flats containing more than three units, 72 and owners were prohibited from constructing multifamily housing in their rearyards. 73 In 1905, the state enacted legislation regulating construction of "tenements"--multifamily dwellings of more than three units-that mandated maximum building coverage (ninety percent of corner lots, seventy-five percent of others), minimum rearyard sizes (ten feet), and, in most cases, minimum sideyards (four feet). 74 At the same time, a municipal ordinance seeking to guarantee minimum levels of light and ventilation in other buildings imposed a maximum ninety-percent limit on building coverage, except for corner lots, throughout the city. 7 '
Finally, New Haven's charter empowered the city to abate nuisances injurious to health or offensive to the public. 76 Under this grant, the city was able to regulate particularly hazardous or noxious uses: tanneries, sellers of gunpowder and inflammable oils, slaughterhouses, and manufacturers of tallow and soap could not occupy a site without obtaining a special license. 77 The minutes of city council meetings occasionally mention citizen complaints concerning smoke and noise were nuisances emanating from nearby railroad tracks or industrial concerns and specify the actions taken by the city for the abatement of these nuisances.
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B. Private Law: Nuisance
Where public nuisance action was impossible, either because the harm was confined to a few neighbors 7 9 or because those affected by the nuisance sought damages as well as abatement, aggrieved owners found a potent source of relief in the law of private nuisance. In particular, Connecticut law was unusually favorable to local residents in actions against nearby industrial concerns. In Whitney v. Bartholomew, the Connecticut Supreme Court of Errors held that even lawful uses, performed without negligence on the defendant's property, could be considered nuisances if they caused unreasonable damage to a neighbor's health or property. 8 0 In other decisions, Connecticut courts rejected two common defenses to nuisance actions: plaintiff's coming to the nuisance, 8 ' and defendant's operating under a city license. 2 To balance the scales somewhat, courts defined "reasonable use" in a flexible manner. Rather than applying an abstract uniform standard, courts held that reasonableness depended not only on the nature of the use, but also on its location; homeowners in industrial districts were expected to endure higher degrees of discomfort from smoke and noise than were their counterparts in more residential areas. 3 Industry was thus protected against sensitive neighbors, and judges had the freedom to allow industrial and residential uses to coexist near one another, while still protecting homeowners from glaring abuses.'
NEW HAVEN, CONN., ORDINANCES § § 218-19 (1898); see also 1904-1905 B.
A. Journal, supra note 55, at I 1 (applications to Board of Aldermen to permit opening of gas stations in various neighborhoods). As automobiles became more common and such requests increased, responsibility for giving permits was transferred to the fire marshall. NEW HAVEN, CONN., ORDNANCES § 405 (1914 
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III. LEGAL AND NON-LEGAL DETERMINANTS OF COORDINATION
Public and private law in New Haven had the potential to influence land use significantly. By returning to northeast New Haven, this Note analyzes the extent to which the existing patterns of coordination may have arisen as a response to the regulations of this legal regime or, alternatively, to nonlegal factors.
A. The Role of Law
Street Grid
When preparing an area for development, owners were required to submit plans for new streets for city approval, and such approval was almost invariably granted." City officials seem to have shared.with developers and individual buyers a common cultural notion of what a residential street should look like, 86 and City Hall-hoping to increase the rate of private homeownership 87 --provided a layout of streets and blocks that was attractive to potential buyers. A harmonious combination of public regulation and popular expectations thus gave rise to the familiar street grid of small blocks which were easily divisible into the deep rectangular lots favored by most buyers.
Segregation of Uses
The pattern of segregation of industry away from residences appears largely to be rooted in the legal regime. Confronted with proresidential nuisance law, industry tended to congregate in isolated districts and blocks. The possibility of a nuisance suit also facilitated coordination between disparate uses by encouraging private abatement agreements. 8 In addition, the flexible juridical notion of "reasonable use" promoted industrial/residential coordination by enforceability [Vol. 101: 617 stimulating construction of inexpensive housing in strips alongside industrial districts, 89 whose low cost compensated for the annoyance of smoke and noise.
There are other examples of segregated uses that are attributable to public decisionmaking. In particular, government control over the location of streetcar lines profoundly influenced patterns of neighborhood development. Apartment buildings appeared near Whitney Avenue and State Street where the presence of streetcars made these areas uniquely well suited for multiunit construction. Similarly, the presence of a streetcar line on State Street stimulated a concentration of commercial establishments there. 90 As a result of such concentration, the remainder of the northeast part of the city was left free for low-density residential use.
Setbacks
Ironically, building lines, the object of so much municipal regulation, played a relatively minor role in neighborhood development. Along the WillowCanner strip, most residences failed to observe the legal limit, 91 and the same pattern can be seen elsewhere in the city, even after the Board of Aldermen attempted to redesignate the lines between 1910 and 1914.92 This phenomenon is partly explained by lax municipal enforcement, 93 but it also reflects a deep conflict between municipal law and entrenched building custom. When owners, usually early purchasers on a block, petitioned for a building line, the city usually designated one a few feet behind the line of existing structures in order to ensure larger future setbacks. 94 Subsequent purchasers had to choose whether to follow the mandated line or their neighbors' practice. While examples of both decisions exist, the latter is more common, reflecting the dominance of local building customs at the time when most of the northeast residential district was built. 95 The power of this custom was more evident on blocks like those at the east end of Willow Street, where there were predominantly uniform setbacks of six to twelve feet, despite the fact that the law permitted building up to the street line. 96 This suggests that the law was valuable mainly as a reinforcement to local practice, encouraging owners to leave adequate, if not always fully legal, setbacks by building as far from the street as their neighbors.
Height, Lot Size, Building Coverage, Two-Family Houses, and SideyardslRearyards
With the exception of apartment complexes, whose specifications conformed to the provisions of the 1905 Tenement Act, 97 law does not appear to have appreciably impacted height, lot size, building coverage, two-family houses, or sideyards and rearyards. 9 Rather, factors outside of the legal regime were responsible for the high degree of coordination observed in these areas.
B. Nonlegal Determinants
In the absence of formal regulation, market forces and social custom played a large role in neighborhood development. As Part I, Section A demonstrated, lot sizes in northeast New Haven were segregated, with lots becoming larger on blocks further west. This pattern cannot be explained by legal requirements or by the contemporary practice of developers, who would sell any size lot anywhere. It does, however, conform to the well-documented nineteenth-century preference of people with similar incomes to live near each other. 99 The same phenomenon explains why we find shabby triple-decker housing only in poorer areas east of Orange Street and no multifamily homes in the affluent blocks west of Whitney Avenue. In contrast, market as well as social forces seem to have caused the predominance of single-family homes between Whitney Avenue and Livingston Street, and of two-family homes from Livingston to Table 4. 97. An Act Concerning Tenement Houses, 1905 Conn. Pub. Acts 376.
98. There seem to be two reasons for this. First, to the extent that there was any regulation at all, it was enacted largely after the northeast residential district had substantially completed its development. Second, the legal standard set by this regulation was so minimal (as in the case of building coverage) that all structures in the northeast normally exceeded it.
99. See LOTCHIN, supra note 15, at 21-24; WARNER, supra note 15, at 67-116.
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Orange Streets. These blocks developed roughly sequentially from west to east.t0 The most desirable properties, those near Whitney Avenue that were closest to streetcar lines, Yale University, and downtown New Haven, sold first for use as single-family homes. Latecomers with more modest incomes and neighborhood residents who purchased second lots as rental investment properties were thus compelled to place their two-family structures on less desirable sites closer to Orange Street. 01 Uniformity in height, building coverage, and yards seems largely attributable to purchaser preferences. A number of magazines at the turn of the century published plans and descriptions of idealized detached homes characterized by low height, limited mass, and generous yards of the type found in northeast New Haven. These publications played an important role in shaping-popular demand for a certain type of construction. 1 " Such uniformity was furthered by the fact that New Haven possessed relatively few residential architects and builders whom owners could ask to design their homes, and they tended to build the same type of house over and over. For example, many of the houses on Willow Street were designed by two men, William Allen and Frank Brown. t 0 3 Coordinated land use was also promoted by private agreements between individuals: when the owner of lots at 344 and 346 Willow Street sold the 346 property in 1924, he included in the sales agreement a provision giving him an eight-foot right-of-way easement over the land directly adjacent to his remaining property, thus preventing the neighbor from building too close to the lot line."° In addition, there are examples of informal social norms exerting influence over landowner behavior: archival records reveal instances where individuals encouraged their neighbors to conform to community building standards. 10 5 100. This pattern is clearest as we move along the south side of Willow Street from Whitney Avenue to Livingston Street. 483 LAND TITLE, supra note 26, at 342 (352 Willow, purchased 1896) 
IV. THE INTRODUCTION OF ZONING
In 1926, despite the presence of sophisticated patterns of coordinated land use, New Haven passed its first zoning ordinance. The question therefore arises whether the introduction of zoning occurred as a response to significant failings of the pre-zoning regime or was caused by factors having little or nothing to do with actual conditions of land use in the city. The paucity of source material makes it impossible to give a conclusive answer to this question, but some general observations can be made. Initial interest in zoning appears to have arisen as the result of anxieties associated with the rapid pace of urban growth in the years after 1870.
In the aftermath of the population and building booms of 1870-1910, New Haven was confronted with a shortage of land for development in reasonable proximity to downtown. 0 6 At the same time, technological advances in transportation and engineering led to the introduction of automobiles and highrise construction in the city. As a result, the city began to experience problems of increased traffic, lack of parking, and congestion caused by the construction of apartments and tall downtown office buildings. 07 Moreover, some homeowners may have become apprehensive that this congestion might force commercial enterprises to locate on residential blocks and thereby cause a decline in nearby residential property values." 0 8 Concern about these problems appears to have led to fears that the formal and informal controls that had formerly determined land use decisionmaking and safeguarded the interests of property owners might prove inadequate in the face of large-scale demographic and technological change. [Vol. 101: 617 scheme of planned urban development."' Over time, local advocates of urban planning, armed with theories of the "City Beautiful" movement, which had become prominent throughout the country after its inception at the 1893 Columbian Exposition, 112 came to dominate the discussion of land use controls, and the actual conditions of the city became increasingly irrelevant. Outside consultants educated residents on the theoretical superiority of zoned to unzoned land use, 3 and in 1924 the mayor chided his fellow citizens for failing to adopt the progressive policies already enacted by more enlightened neighbors.'
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What got lost in this discussion was the fact that the unzoned system appeared to function fairly well. This was clearly the case in residential northeast New Haven, where there was no indication of widespread problems of traffic or of encroachment of high-density or commercial uses onto residential blocks. The scant evidence also suggests that problems of land use coordination were also not acute in the remainder of the city. For example, while several traditionally poor areas of New Haven had degenerated into slums by the 1920's, this process of urban decay appears to have been largely self-contained and did not seem to have spread significantly into surrounding areas.1 5 In addition, there is no evidence of widespread popular dissatisfaction with the pre-zoning system. Instead, the mass of small residential and commercial landowners formed some of zoning's most vociferous critics. In 1924, a group of a property owners petitioned the Board of Aldermen in opposition to zoning, 6 and public reaction at hearings held in 1925 was overwhelmingly 111. The City Plan Commission was created in 1913 to harmonize the development of streets, squares, parks, and public buildings. Its role in the enactment of zoning was ubiquitous. Thus, there never appears to have been a widespread, grass roots perception in New Haven's neighborhoods that the city's pre-zoning regime did not work. Rather, new theories of urban planning fed into and complemented general fears relating to the city's growth and modernization, making zoning supporters view zoning as both necessary and inevitable. The continuing efficacy of the prezoning system of land use coordination, however, is confirmed by a glance at provisions of the 1926 zoning ordinance for northeast New Haven: instead of imposing stricter requirements on the area, the ordinance, with a few exceptions, simply confirmed existing patterns of development. 8 As a result, the great majority of buildings in northeast New Haven were already in substantial compliance with the ordinance's provisions.
CONCLUSION
This study of conditions in pre-zoning New Haven presents a number of interesting observations. Above all, a complex system of land use coordination, touching upon almost all of the areas regulated by zoning, arose spontaneously in the process of neighborhood development under an unzoned legal regime. Most instructive is the pattern of sideyards: the placement of a building near a lot's edge led to a series of adjustments by subsequent neighboring homeowners, who coordinated the locations of buildings on their sites so as to minimize conflicts over light and air. While observed patterns of coordination were partly influenced by municipal ordinances and nuisance law, they arose primarily out of the interaction of market forces, contractual agreements, and social and architectural norms. Although the results of a single, small-scale study cannot be considered determinative, this study of New Haven casts doubt upon the prevailing assumption that coherent land use cannot take place without the type of planned public regulation represented by zoning. In particular, the results of this survey indicate that where public regulation conflicts with local economic realities or social norms-as was the case with municipal regulation of building lines-such regulation is likely to prove ineffective. 119 In addition, this study suggests that the introduction of zoning into New Haven was not necessitated by actual conditions of local land use, but rather was the work of certain elites, particularly members of the Chamber of Commerce and City Plan Commission, who were influenced by theories developed as part of the national "City Beautiful" movement. Therefore, in contrast to the narrative traditionally advanced by supporters of zoning, the rapid spread of zoning in the 1920's may well have brought zoning to cities like New Haven where it was not really needed. 119 . A similar result was reached as part of a study of patterns of urban change in New Haven several decades after the initiation of zoning. It concluded that when a community is confronted with changes either in economic conditions or in popular expectations concerning land use, "zoning probably does little more than slow down the inevitable." DAVID L. BIRCH ET AL, PATrERNS OF URBAN CHANGE 71-73 (1974) .
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